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1982. We subsequently determined that 
the investigation was "extraordinarily 
complicated". as defined in section 
703(c) of the Act, and postponed our 
preliminary determination for 85 days 
until June 10. 1982 (47 FR 11738). 

Since Brazil is a "country under the 
Agreement" within the meaning of 
section 701(b) of the Act, an injury 
determination Is required for this 
investigation. Therefore, we notified the 
fit of our initiation. On February 28, 
1982, the ITC determined that there is a 
reasonable indication that these imports 
are materially injuring. or threatening to 
materially injure, a U.S. industry (47 FR 
9087). 

On February 18, 1982, we presented a 
questionnaire concerning the allegations 
to the government of Brazil in 
Washington, D.C. On Apri122, 1982, we 
received the response to the 
questionnaire. A supplemental response 
was received on June 7. 1982. 

On June 10, 1982, we issued our 
preliminary determination in this 
investigation (47 FR 28310). We stated in 
our preliminary determination that the 
government of Brazil was providing its 
manufacturers, producers, or exporters 
of carbon steel plate with benefits that 
constitute subsidies. The programs 
preliminarily determined to bestow 
subsidies were: 

• IPI export credit premium. 
• IPI rebates for capital investment. 
• Preferential working capital 

financing for exports: Resolution 874. 
On August 24, 1982, the Department 

and the government of Brazil signed a 
suspension agreement, as provided for 
under section 704 of the Act. The 
agreement became effective with its 
publication in the Federal Register on 
September 7, 1982 (47 FR 39394). Under 
the agreement, the government of Brazil 
is required to offset completely by an 
export tax the amount of the net subsidy 
determined by the Department to exist 
on Brazilian exports of carbon steel 
plate to the United States. The 
petitioners are challenging this 
agreement in the Court of International 
Trade in the case of United States Steel 
Corp. v. United States, Court No. 82-10-
01381. 

By letters of September 21, 22 and 27, 
1982, counsel for the Five, United States 
Steel and counsel for Bethlehem Steel, 
respectively, requested that the 
investigation be continued under section 
704(g) of the Act. Therefore, we are 
required to complete the investigation 
and issue a final determination. 

United States Steel submitted new 
allegations too late to offer the 
Department a reasonable opportunity to 
investigate prior to August 24, 1982. 
Following petitioners' request to  

continue the investigation, the 
Department presented a supplemental 
questionnaire on October 29, 1982 to the 
government of Brazil, which addressed 
these late allegations. The supplemental 
questionnaire addressed the following 
new programs: 

• Non-indexation of overdue accounts 
payable. 

• FINAME loans to producers of 
steel-making equipment. 

• Partial relief from payment of 
retirement benefits to employees. 

• Charcoal used in steel production. 
• Ferrovia do ACo, the "Steel 

Railway". 
We received a response to that 

questionnaire on November 28, 1982. 

Scope of Investigation 
The product covered by this 

investigation is hot-rolled carbon steel 
plate manufactured in Brazil mid 
exported, directly or indirectly, from 
Brazil to the United States. The term 
"carbon steel plate" covers hot-rolled 
carbon steel products, whether or not 
corrugated or crimped; not pickled; not 
cold-rolled; not in coils; not cut, not 
pressed, and not stamped to non-
rectangular shape; 0.1875 inch or more in 
thickness and over 8 inches in-width; as 
currently provided for in items 807.8815 
or 807.94 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States Annotated (TSUSA); and 
hot- or cold-rolled carbon steel plate 
which has been coated or plated with 
zinc including any material which has 
been painted or otherwise covered after 
having been coated or plated with zinc, 
as currently provided for in items 
808.0710 or 808.11 of the TSUSA. Semi-
finished products of solid rectanglar 
cross section with a width at least four 
times the thickness in the as cast 
condition or processed only through 
primary mill hot rolling are not included. 

Companhia Siderurgica Paulista 
(COSIPA) and Usinas Siderurgicas de 
Minas Gerais S.A. (USIMINAS) are the 
only known exporters in Brazil of 
carbon steel plate to the United States. 
The period for which we are measuring 
subsidization is calendar year 1981. 
COSIPA's and USIMINAS' fiscal years 
coincide with the calendar year. 

Analysis of Programs 
In its responses, the government of 

Brazil provided data for the applicable 
periods. Throughout this notice, general 
principles and conclusions of law 
applied by the Department of Commerce 
to the facts of this investigation are 
described in detail in Appendices 2 and 
4, which appeared with the notice of 
"Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty 
Determinations: Certain Steel Products 
from Belgium" (47 FR 39304). 

I. Programs Determined To Confer 
Subsidies 

We have determined that subsidies 
are being provided under the program 
described below to manufacturers, 
producers, or exporters in Brazil of 
carbon steel plate. 

A. Industrialized Products Tax (WI) 
Export Credit Premium. The IPI expor 
credit premium has been found to be 
subsidy in previous countervailing dui 
investigations involving Brazilian 
products. After having suspended this 
program in December 1979, the 
government of Brazil reinstated it on 
April 1, 1981. 

Exporters of carbon steel plate are 
eligible for the maximum IPI export 
credit premium. During the applicable 
period, 15 percent of the "adjusted" 
f.o.b. invoice price of the exported 
merchandise was reimbursed in cash t 
the exporter through the bank involve( 
in the export transaction. Subsequent): 
the government of Brazil reduced the 
benefit to 14 percent on March 31,198: 
12.5 percent on June 30, 1982, and 11 
percent on September 30, 1982. 

In calculating the amount the export 
is to receive, several deductions may 
made to the invoice price to obtain the 
"adjusted" f.o.b. value. These 
adjustments include: any agent 

- commissions, rebates, -or refunds 
resulting from quality deficiencies or 
damage during transit, contractual 
penalties, and the value of imported 
inputs. In order to receive the maximui 
export credit premium, the exported 
product must consist of a minimum of 
percent value added in Brazil. If this 
minimum limit is not met, there is a 
specific calculation to reduce the f.o.b. 
invoice price when calculating the bas ∎  
upon which the IPI export credit 
premium is paid. Since the companies 
involved in this investigation import 
large quantities of slab, they received 
substantially less than a 15 percent 
benefit on the gross value of many 
shipments. 

Our preliminary determination on thi 
program was based on IPI credits 
received from July 1, 1981 to December 
31, 1981, divided by the value of export 
for the same period. We noted at the 
time two concerns: (1) That the subsid3 
may have been understated, and (2) thi 
the import of slab may have been a 
temporary phenomenon. 

At verification, the first concern 
proved correct The- companies record 
IPI credits when received, which are 
based on shipments that may have 
taken place two to three months before 
The export figures we used as the 
denominator in the preliminary 
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its 1981 financial statements. Further, 
the petitioners augsest that such 
depreciation methods have overstated 
the profits of USIMINAS. 

DOC Position 

In its 1975 tinanclal atatemeata. 
COSIPA nolea'that U adopted the 
system of depreciation. criticized by the 
Five, based 011 "'criteria approved by an 
independent comllltq engineeriq 
company.'' "11ae Department wiD not 
second-sueu the validity of this 
depreciation method, which is legaJiy 
permissible in Brazil. Jn Jts 1981 
financial statement. COSIPA noted a 
change in Its depreciatioo method hued 
on a standardization of accounting 
practices within the S1DERBRAS group. 
Without commenting on the accancy of 
the prior practice, it noted that th.e new 
system sought "to conform the estimated 
economic useful lives with the · 
international parameters adopted in 
similar companies.• As a result of this 
change, COSIPA experienced a 
considerable depreciation cost in 19111 
with a significant negative effect an fts 
profitability. 

USIMINAS notes in its 1981 financial 
statementB that the mange iii / . 
depreciation methods established by 
SIDERBRAS in 1981 represented a shift 
from an 8-year to a 15-year estimate of 
the useful life of 1lliD assets. 11ms, the 
shorter depreciation ttchedule 'll9ed t,, 
USIMINAS prior to 1981 to higher 
depreciation costs and lower profit. iii 
those yean. . · 

Comments 
U.S. Steel contends that t1le 

government's true rate of return on its 
equity purchaRs cu be measured only 
if all other gavemment subsidies to 
COSIPA and USIMINAS are subtracted 
out. Farther. U.S. S1eel aiatea that. whea 
relying on the 1915 World Banlt report 
concerning COSIPA, the Department 
must consider the extent to which 
WOrld Bank predictions of COSIPA'a 
future profitability depended on the 
existence ol such government nbsidiea. 

DOC Position 
To subtract out all government 

assistance from a company's income 
statement before determing whether 
government purchases of equity 
constitute a aubaidy would be to judge 
the govemment's investment behavior 
by a different standard than that used 
for private investors. The purchase of 
equity by the government of Brazil.is not 
a subsidy per se. In order to detennine 
whether government equity purcha.aea 
are on terms conaistent with commercial 
consideratiowa, it 18 neoessary to look at 
the reasonablenea of an investment. 

from the viewpoint of the priYate 
investor. One aaswnes that a private 
investor, when aaseBBing the prospects 
of a reasonable return on an investment. 
would consider 11117 govemment 
subsidies an important factor in bis 
investment deciahm. Those government 
subsidies may be lll!plll'1ltely 
countervaflable. but the investment 
made with those subsidies taken iiitu 
account may itself be reasonable. 

The World Bank. in its 1975 report cm 
COSIPA's Phue W expanaioo project. · 
-did not addrea lbe qaestion of · 
government aubaidies.in its evaluation 
of the financial merits of-the project. 
Primarily, the World Bank discussed the 
growing market for steel in Brazil. 
COSIPA's capabilities for handJins a 
project that wu deaiped to beJp meet 
ll,at demand. and the anticipated rate of 
retun:a which justified the World Bank'• 
investment in the_ project 

Commeal• 
U.S. Steel and the Five anett that in 

calculatfns the net subsidy under 
Resolution 81• 6nancing, the 
Department med an incorrect 

- benchmarlt. They state that the rate for 
discoWil:in& accounts receiY&ble is not a 
proper bencbmarlc because that market 
is "illiquid" and the l,lepartment must 
factor in the resultingiligh compensating 
balances (although illegal in Brazil} to 
determine an effective interest rate; that 
the Department has not used its own 
atandard of a national average 

rate as a benchmark; that 
the Department should follow 1he 
standards af Paragraph (k) of Armex A 
of the Subsidies Code when determining 
such a benchmark, or use as a basis of 
comparison the rate for borrowing in 
international financial matbts. 

D<X Positioa 

The Department believes from 
evidence available to it that there i9 no 
meaningful commercial market b short
term worldng capital loans in Brazil. 
Instead, most firms meet their needs far 
working capital through the sale of 
accounts receivable. Therefore, the 
Department has detenn.ined th.at the 
discounting of accounts receivable 
provides the most appropriate balris for 
comparison. 

In determining a national benchmarlc. 
the Department chose.the Banco do 
Brasil rate because prior case precedent 
and statements of the government of 
Brazil suggested that this was the 
appropriate standard. A. the largest 
single banking entity in Brazil 
(repreaenting all banking 
assets), the Danco do Brasil acts u a 
price leader from which the rates al. 
other banks vary. Dor.umenta received 

at verification support our preliminacy 
determination in several respects. First, 
the annual Banco do Brasil discount rate 
is 59.6 percent. as claimed: numerou. 
banks, botlt state-owned and prlvate, 
discount receivables at rates near {both 
above and below) the rate set by the 
Banco do Brasil. Second, as it applies to 
COSJPA and USIMINAS, the marltet ii 
not "illiquid". During the period or 
investigation both companies · 
discounted a significant percantqe of 
their domeatic accounts receivable with 
a wide variety of banb. and used this 
facility as the chief method of raisinl 
working capitaL During verification, we 
found no evidence of compenaatfns 
balances ha company records; the 
amount received by the company after 
discounting a receivable was the value-
of the Meefvable minus the diacomll 
rate. the tax on financial tranaactiana 
(IOF) and a small commiaaioo. T1rlrd. 
Paragraph (k) does not apply in thia 
analysis. It is concerned with omclaJ 
export E%edits for medium- and lolJI-' 
term Joans. Resolution 674 flnancma fa 
not complll"able to such export 
financing. Lastly. in our preliminarJ 
determination we addressed the iuue of 
comparability between Cl'IW!iro and· 
foreign currency sources for workiq 

· capital Our analysis has not changed 
since that time. -

Comment? 

Counsel for Bethlehem Steel contenda 
that the inveatment subsidy from c::redit 
to the corporate income tax program ill 
countervailable.. even though BelleraiJ 
available. 

DOC Position 

We have determined that this program 
is not countervailable becaue it is 
generally available aa equal terms to all 
induatrie11 in Brazil. For our positioa Oil 

generally available programs aee 
Appendix 4. 

Comment6 

U.S. Steel and counsel for BethJehem 
Steel argue that. without the nailability 
of long-term c:ruzeiro loans from BND£ 
and FINAME. firms would haft to 
borrow short-term. In particular. ther 
claim that a abort-term line of c:redit am 
be transformed into a longer-term . 
arrangement because ahort-tl!rm 
financing is often rolled over, effectiwely 
turning it into Jong-term, variable-ate 
financing. Therefore. in the absence of a 
benchmark for long-tenn c:ruzelro loans. 
the Department should uae as a 
benchmark the intel'e91 rate on short
term cruzeiro loans. which serve as a 
measure of long-term interest rates. 
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DOC Position -

We do not consider short-term 
intereat rates and long-term interest..
rateT comparable because they reflect 
different types of borrower needs and 
different degrees of risk on the part of 
the lender. 

A short-term line of credit, even if 
constantly renewed over. a long period 
of time, is still short-term financing. It 
provides working capital on an ongoing 
basis, 81}dlhe borrower's need, the 
lender's risk and the rate of interest are 
subject to conatanhe-evaluation which 
may lead to readjustments. Such is not 
the case with a long-term loan. At the 
outset, need and risk must be -
determined Generally, funds Crom a 
long-term loan are disbursed early on to · 
finance major expenditures, such as 
capital equipment with a long useful life, 
and a borrower cannot meet these needs 
through short-term credit lines. 

Further, short-term interest rates' may 
be very volatile, reflecting ongoing 
changes in the credit markets and 
government monetary policy. Long-term 
interest rate, change more gradually 
and, .as one would expect, the.rise in 
interest rates for short-term borrowing 
in Brazil since early 1981 has also led to 
a notable, through less dramatic, rise in 
the real interest rate on long-term loans. 

Comment9 

U.S. Steel and counsel for Bethlehem 
Steel allege that explicit and implicit 
guarantees from the Brazilian 
governmentwithregardtoloana 
obtained from non-governmental 
sources by COSIPA and USIMINAS 
constitute countervailable benefits. 

DOC Position 

Government ownership- of a firm does 
not implicitly guarantee the debt of the 
firm, and 1hU8 does not confer per se a 
subsidy. An explicit loan guarantee by 
the government, however, bestows a 
benefit to the extent that the recipient of 
the guaranteed loan pays less for the 
debt than it would have absent the 
guarantee. In the cases of COSIPA and 
USIMINAS, we found that .. while some 
of the long-term loans to the two 
companies.obtain~d in foreign__currency 
were explicitly guaranteed by the 
Brazilian government, others were 
guaranteed by the companies' own 
assets. Loans explicitly guaranteed by 
the Brazilian government carried terms 
no more favorable than loans 
guaranteed by company assets. 
Therefore, we determine that the 
guarantee of COSIPA'a and USIMINAS' 
loans by the Brazilian government does 
not provide a countervailable benefit. · 

Comment to 
U.s: Steel contends that the benefits 

received by COSIPA and USIMINAS . 
since at least 1975 on Imported 
machinery under the CDI program 
reduce the coat of capital equipment and 
therefore are capital subsidies. Thus, the 
Department should follow its standard 
practice and allocate such b•nefita over 
several years. 

DOC Position • 
The benefits under this program are a 

reduction of taxes. It is the Department's 
policy to expense tax-baaed benefits in 
a single year rather than carcy them 
forward 

Commenl11 
Counsel for Bethlehem Steel has noted 

that with the decline in Imports of steel · 
into Brazil in 1982. it is unlikely that the 
Import content of exports o~ CaJjbon steel 
plate, in 1982, has exceeded the 25 
percent level that would lead to a 
reduction in the value of the IPI export 
credit premium on these exports. 
Accordingly, counsel urged that we use 
the nominal rate of the IPI export credit 

·premium. verified by the Deparpnent to 
be _received bJ carbon steel plate 
manufacturers in 1982. in determining 
the benefits bestowed under this 
program. 

DOC Position 
-General statistics of imports of steel 

into Brazil are not a relevant indicator of 
the import content of carbon steel ·plate 
exports. The .average import content of 
total exports does not determine the 
amount of the IPI export credit premium 
received on exports of a product. The 
deduction for imported slab in the 
calculation of'the amount of the IPr 
export credit premium received la done 
on a shipment-by-shipment basis. The 
amount of the benefit received under 
this program is the sum of the IPI credits 
earned on all shipments divided by the 
total value of those shipments. 

Further, we cannot take into account 
conjecture about what may have 
occurred with respect to the Import 
content of a company's carbon steel 
plate exports in 1982. Whatev81' the 
situation. it will be addressed during It 
section 751 administrative review. 

Respondent's Comments 

Comment1 
. The respondent claims that IPI rebates 

for capital investment under Decree Law 
1541 are not countervailable for the 
following three reasons. First. as a result 
of a revamping of legislation concerning 
the IPI tax that began in 1919, the IPI tax 
is currently applicable to only fourteen 

product sectors and exemption from the 
tax is the rule while the obligation to 
pay is the exception. Thus. the 
elimination of the tax is the generally 
available situation and the reduction of 
the tax· o~ any of the remaining sectors 
subject to it does not constitute a 
subsidy. Second, since the IPI tax is paid' 
by the Brazilian steel producers, the 
fUnds for the rebates do not originate 
from the government of Brazil. ThJls, the 
rebates do not constitute subsidies. · 
Third, the rebates are generated solely · 
by domestic, not export, sales and it is 
not within the purview of the U.S. 
countervailing duty law to countervail 
benefits received on production not 
destined for the United States. ' 

DOC Potrition 

Th~ IPI tax is an indirect tax and as 
such is passed forward to the consumer. 
A steel company collects this tax on 
sales as the agent for the government; 
the company does not. itsel£ pay the 
tax. Decree Law 1541 is a mechanism by 
which a steel company is permitted to 
eollect funds due th!! government and 
then receive a 95 percent rebate of the 
taxes due. The program does not involve 
the rebate of payments made from the 
company's own funds. 

Not all steel companies receive this 
rebate. Although the same level of IPI 
tax is applicable to all steel products, 
only companies producing certain 
priority products; with approved 
expansion projects, can receive the 
rebate. Fabricators of steel products, 
such as pipe and tube manufacturers 
who p-urchase.c:oil, are not eligible for . 
the rebate. Even COSIPA and 
USIMINAS have not been eligible for 
the rebates since December 1980, when 
Decree Law 1843 directed that rebates of 
the IPI tax coll.roted on sales by state
owned steel companies go ta 
SIDERBRAS. Thll8, the rebates are not 
generally available Within the steel 
sector and represent a aele~ve benefit 
to priority producers. · 

These rebates, when received, are 
applied to capital investment projects. 
The IPI tax is collected on domestic 
sales and the rebate is simply a... 
mechanism to raise capital for the 
companies that teceive them. That. the 
rebates are generated only by domestic 
sales does not alter the fact that they 
benefit all production. including exports. 

Comment2 

The respondent claims that the IPI 
rebates. which are capital contributions 
that eventually become equity shares, 
are one method of fulfilling the 
government's capital commitments to 
the Phase Il and Phase m expansion 
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programs of COSIPA and USIMINAS. 
They further claim that these funds were 
invested for the same purposes and 
under the same assumptions concerning 
the viability of COSIPA and USIMINAS 
as the government purchases of equity 
which the Department has determined 
do not constitute subsidies. 

DOC Pasition 
The Department has detemmed that 

government purchases of equity in 
COSIPA and USIMINAS were not made 
"on terms inconsistent with commercial 
considerations." We made this 
determination barred upon an analysis of 
the government's investment in each of 
these companies in which it, through 
SIDERBRAS. acted as an individual 
investor expecting a reasonable return 
on its investment. Although funds 
derived from the IPI rebates for capital 
investment also become equity, and in 
the case of COSIPA and USIMINAS 
most of the equity shares go to the . 
government, we have determined that 
government equity shares derived from 
this program are grants and are 
countervailable. 

Decree Law 1547 established a 
mechanism for generating capital funds 
to expand the steel sector and meet 
cel1,ain priority needs. Under this 
program, the government gives grants to 
both privately-owned and state-owned 
steel companies. When issued. equity 
shares derived from these funds are 
distributed proportionately to current 
shareholders in accordance with their 
ownership of the company's outstanding 
shares. Accordingly, the government 
receives no equity in privately-owned 
companies that receive these grants. 

Further, these grants are earned 
through domestic sales performance, not 
disbursed based upon separate 
investment decisions as to the amount, 
the need and the appropriate timing of 
equity purchases. That state-owned 
steel companies received grants and the 
government received equity in this 
manner does not make it any less a 
subsidy. The subsidy nature ofa 
program to aid the steel sector does not 
change depending upon who owns the 
steel companies. 

An indication that the government of 
Brazil has sought to give greater 
direction to the use of these funds going 
to state-owned companies can be seen 
in Decree Law 1843. With this law, 
COSIPA, USIMINAS and otherstat~ . 
owned steel companies no longer 
receive these rebates; instead. the 
rebates earned by their salflS go to fund 
the investments of SIDEBRAS, the 
government steel holding company. 
SIDEBRAS may use these funds where it 
chooses, investing in a particular 

company more or less than the amount it 
has generated, or none at all. Our 
determination that the government 
purchase of equity was not 
countervailable concerned the 
purchases of equity by SIDEBRAS; it 
was not a general determination 
concerning government equity acquired 
by whatever means. 

Comment a 
The respondent claims that. absent a 
sho~ of immediate·competitive 
advantage by the Department. we must 
allocate in equal installments the face 
value of the grants received from the IPI 
rebates for capital investment over the 
full useful life of the assets purchased, 
as required by the legislative history 
and the Court of mtemational Trade in 
Michelin Tire Corporation v. United 
States, 2 C.L T. 143 (1981). Respondent 
further alleges that the nae of the 
present value methodology for the 
calculation of grant benefits violates 
Article 4(2) of the Subsidies Code in that 
the U.S. government will collect 
countervailing duties in excess of the 
face value of a grant. 

DOC Position 
We have allocated these grants over 

_ the full useful life of the assets 
purchased in accordance with Michelin 
Tire Corporation v. United States, Slip 
Op. 82-115(December15, 1982). In this 
case, the Court did not rule how the 
Department should allocate the benefit 
from a grant over the useful life of the 
asset. The Court did, however, suggest 
that a method which recognizes the time 
value of money be "an acceptable and 
recognizable means of analyzing 
financial benefit" from a grant. The 
present value concept is such a 
recognized principle of financial 
analysis and its use is fully consistent 
with the Subsidies Code and U.S. 
countervailing duty law. So long as the 
present value (in the year of grant 
receipt) of the amounts allocated over 
time does not exceed the face value of 
the grant, the amount countervailed will 
not exceed the total net subsidy. 

Comment4 

The respondent claims that the 
- government of Brazil has the right to 

exempt loans received under Resolution 
674 from the IOF tax because it ls the 
exemption of an indirect tax on the 
financing of products for export. 
Therefore, for the Department to 

·determine the interest-rate subsidy by 
considering the IOF tax an integral part 
of the commercially-available rate 
(considering exemption of the IOF tax a 
subsidy) is contrary to the GAIT and 
U.S. law. 

DOC Position 

We addressed this i88ue in our 
preliminary determination. Our analysis 
has not changed since that time. 

Comments 

The respondent argues that the 
Department. based upon information fat_ 
1982 it has verified. must malce 
adjustments in the amount of net · . · 
subsidy determined to exist under· 
Resolution 674 financing and the IPI 
export credit premium. Otherwise, the 
Department overstates the amount of 
subsidy conferred on 1982 exports. 

DOC Position 

When conducting an investigation to 
determine the existence and ex\ent of 
subsidization. we choose an appropriate 
period of investigation. In thia case, the 
period for which we are measuring 
subsidization is calendar year 1981. 
Normally, the period of investigation 
provides the most cummt information 
available. 

We recognize that for any one · 
company the level of benefit from a 
particular subsidy program (such u
Resolution 674 financing) may change 
after the period of investigation and that 
in some cases this may be known prior 
to the final determination; But, we 
cannot make adjustments for that 
program when complete information is 
unavailable for determining the amount 
of subsidization in its entirety from any 
of the several programs that a company 
may be eligible for and use. For this 
reason. we determine the estimated net 
subsidy based on the period of 
investigation. Changes in the amount of 
benefit a company receives from a 
program subsequent to the petjod of 
investigation, whether that increases or 
decreases the level of subsidization, can 
be adjusted for during a section 751 , 
adniinistrative review. 
. However, when there is a 

fundamental change in the benefit from 
a program after the period of 
investigation (or after the review period 
in a section 751 administrative review), 
which is applicable to all recipients, we 

_take cognizance of that change if we 
have been able to confirm that the 
change has occurred and if there is no 
reason to believe that there has been a 
shift of these benefits to other programs. 
We then announce the adjustment in the 
rate for the deposit of estima,ed 
countervailing duties in the next notice 
published in the normal course of the 
proceeding. In the case of the IPI export 
credit premium, there have been three 
verified reductions in the maximum 
available benefit during 1982. Currently, 
the rate is 11 percent as opposed to the 
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CURRENT STATUS OF COUNTERVAILING DUTY AND/OR ANTIDUMPING 
INVESTIGATIONS CONCERNING IMPORTS OF HOT-ROLLED CARBON 
STEEL PLATE FROM SPECIFIED COUNTRIES 
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Status of Investigations as of Feb. 17, 1983 }:_/ 

Country Status 

Belgium-------------------------- 2/ 

Brazil--------------------------- 3/ 4/ 

France--------------------------- 5/ 

Italy---------------------------- 5/ 

Luxembourg----------------------- 5/ 

Netherlands---------------------- 5/ 

Republic of Korea---------------- §_I ?_/ 

Romania-------------------------- 8/ 9/ 

Spain---------------------------- §_I 10/ 

United Kingdom------------------- 2/ 

West Germany--------~------------ 2/ 

~ Except as noted, all countries identified involve both countervailing 
duty and antidumping investigations. 

3./ Subject to settlement agreement; investigation terminated (47 F.R. 49104, 
Oct. 29, 1982, and47 F.R. 51020, lbv. 10, 1982). 

1J Final countervailing duty investigation in progress; Commission 
determination due Mar. 7, 1983. 

4/ Preliminary antidumping investigation in progress; Commission 
determination due Mar. 17, 1983. 1his investigation concerns certain flat
rolled carbon steel products in coils that are not included in the other 
investigations involving hot-rolled carbon steel plate. 

5/ Negative "reasonable indication of material injury" determination by the 
Commission (47 F.R. 9087, Mar. 3, 1982). 

6/ Countervailing duty investigation only. 
l/ Final affirmative "material injury" determination made by the Commission 

on-Feb. 2, 1983; determination transmitted to Connnerce on Feb. 9, 1983. 
8/ Antidumping investigation only. 
1J/ Effective Jan. 4, 1983, investigation suspended subsequent to an 

agreement by the Romanian exporter to eliminate any sales of carbon steel 
plate to the United States at less than the Department of Commerce's estimate 
of its fair value. 

10/ Final affirmative "material injury" determination made by the Commission 
on~c. 7, 1982; determination transmitted to Commerce on Dec. 21, 1982. 
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APPENDIX E 

PRODUCT L !ST 
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The products identified below are those used by the Commission to collect 
pricing information from producers and importers of the hot-rolled carbon 
steel plate subject to this investigation: 

Product 9: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, 0.33 percent carbon maximum, 
sheared or mill edge, not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut 
lengths, 0.1875 inch through 0.2499 inch in thickness, over 90 inches 
through 100 inches in width. 

Product 10: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, A-36 or equivalent, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 0.3750 inch 
through 0.4999 inch in thickness, over 90 inches through 100 inches in 
width. 

Product 11: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, A-36 or equivalent, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 1/4 inch to under 
5/16 inch in thickness, over 60 inches through 72 inches in width. 

Product 12: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, A-36 or equivalent, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 1-1/2 inches 
through 3 inches in thickness, over 90 inches through 100 inches in width. 

The products identified below are those used by the Commission to collect 
pricing information from purchasers of the hot-rolled carbon steel plate 
subject to this investigation: 

Product 9: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, 0.33 percent carbon maximum, 
(ASTM A36, or equivalent), sheared or mill edge, not heat treated, not 
cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 3/16 inch to under 1/4 inch in 
thickness, over 90 inches through 100 inches in width. 

Product 10: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate (hot-rolled bands, cut to length), 
ASTM A36 or similar, sheared or mill edge, not heat treated, not cleaned 
or oiled, 5/16 inch through 3/4 inch in thickness, 48 inches through 72 
inches in width, 96 inches through 240 inches in length. 

Product 11: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, ASTM A36 or similar, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 1/4 inch to under 
5/16 inch in thickness, over 60 inches through 72 inches in width. 

Product 12: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, ASTM A36 or similar, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 1/4 inch to under 
5/16 inch in thickness, over 90 inches through 100 inches in width. 

Product 13: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, ASTM A36 or similar, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 3/8 inch to under 
1/2 inch in thickness, over 90 inches through 100 inches in width. 
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Product 14: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, ASTM A36 or similar, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 1 inch through 
1 3/16 inches in thickness, over 36 inches through 48 inches in width. 

Product 15: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, ASTM A36 or similar, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, 1 inch through 
1 3/16 inches in thickness, over 90 inches through 100 inches in width. 

Product 16: Hot-rolled carbon steel plate, ASTM A36 or similar, sheared edge, 
not heat treated, not cleaned or oiled, in cut lengths, over 1 1/2 inches 
through 3 inches in thickness, over 90 inches through 100 inches in width. 
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APPENDIX F 

PRICING TABLES 
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Table F-1.--Hot-rolled carbon steel plate: Ranges and weighted average net selling prices for sales of imports from Brazil and 
for sales of domestic products, by types of customers, by types of products, and by quarters, January 1980-September 1982 

Product and Period 
y 

Product 9 
1980 

January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--: 
October-December: 

1981 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--: 
October-December: 

1982 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--• 

Product 10 : 
1980 

January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--: 
October-December: 

1981 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--: 
Octobar-Dacamber: 

1982 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-Septamber--: 

Product 11 1 : 

1980 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--: 
October-December: 

1981 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--: 
October-December: 

1982 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--: 

Product 12 : 
1980 

January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--• 
October-December• 

1981 . 
January-March---: 
April-June------: 
July-September--• 
October-December• 

1982 
January-March---: 
April-Jun•------: 
July-September--: 

Prices to service centers/distributors 

Brazil 
low 

...... ; 

***= 

31'1: 
419: 
359: 
368: 

337: 
433: 
428' 
413: 

411: 
370• 
***' 

430• 
451' 
441: 
463: 

: 

***' 
390: 
***' 

410: 
389: 
403• 
394: 

389• 
459: 
465: 
406• 

400: 
397: 
350• 

Brazil 
hi 

: 
***' 

440• 
463• 
431 • 
439• 

: 
475• 
491 • 
496• 
500• 

473• 
473: 
***• 

440• 
***: 
***' 
436: 
434: 
459: 
470: 

: 

***: 
393: 
***' 

473• 
50" 
492• 
512• 

522• 
495• 
so" 
510• 

505• 
505• 
397• 

Brazil :Domestic Domestic:Domestic 
avg low hi avg 

***' 

390• 
461 • 
404• 
397: 

435• 
451: 
455• 
461: 

436• 
385• 
***• 

***' 
I 

435• 
460• 
453• 
468• 

: 
***• 
397• 
***' 
426• 
459• 
464: 
473• 

467• 
477• 
486• 
494• 

482• 
427• 
351: 

391 
401 
343 
351 

394 
405 
31'1 
379 

386 
379 
344 

390 
412 
397 
414 

430 
431 
435 
420 

420 
401 
390 

390 
401 
342 
349 

398 
405 
383 
381 

385 
381 
345 

409 
425 
423 
449 

45:S 
449 
475 
470 

453 
430 
405 

524• 
531' 
523• 
551• 

I 

706• 
563• 
599• 
665• 

636• 
651• 
459• 

476• 
506• 
512• 
514• 

: 
498• 
511• 
510• 

4:S7• 
498• 
434• 
493• 

479• 
480• 
412: 
504• 

5511 
513• 
451' 

482• 
478• 
496• 
524: 

: 
515: 
563• 
569• 
565• 

506• 
524• 
508• 

400 
416 
409 
417 

415 
417 
423 
427 

431 
422 
412 

412 
429 
423 
435 

450 
465 
463 
466 

454 
437 
415 

400 
413 
408 
412 

417 
421 
421 
429 

425 
421 
411 

442 
460 
459 
470 

476 
497 
495 
493 

483 
462 
432 

Brazil 
low 

*** 

*** 
443 
431 
423 

439 
430 
465 
460 

450 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** *** 
490 
485 
492 
412 

"80 
475 

Prices to end users 

Brazil 
hi 

..... ; 

• ***• 
463 I 
44:S• 
443• 

: 
475• 
491• 

""' 5H• 
: 

4n• •••• 

***' 
***' 
***' ***: • 
522• o;: 
501• 
Sii• 

: 
SU• 
505• 

: 

: 
Brazil :Domestic•Domestic•Domestic 

avg : low hi avg 

... ; 
: 

***1 
447• 
437• 
437: 

: 
455• 
474• 
489• 
494• 

472• 
***' 

***' 
***' ***' ***' : 
521: 
495• 
500• 
509• 

504• 
504: 

400• 
395: 
416• 
418• 

415• 
416• 
430• 
425• 

418• 
428: 
420• 

I 

390• 
415• 
415• 
419• 

: 
430• 
454: 
462• 
473: 

: 
451• 
434• 
425• 

389• 
419• 
416• 
411: 

I 

417: 
416' 
427: 
435• 

432• 
428• 
408• 

409• 
426• 
429• 
426• 

: 
443• 
479• 
476• 
441: 

466• 
477• 
428• 

460• 
651: 
532• 
484• 

' 588• 
530• 
5311 
716• 

757• 
537• 
52!11 

I 

435• 
4451 
448• 
466• 

I 

474• 
494• 
503• 
5261 

I 

508• 
5111 
4931 

I 

47~1 
470• 
488• 
488• 

I 
530• 
505• 
52111 
530• 

522• 
529• 
5911 

I 

482• 
502• 
496• 
528• 

I 

515• 
50• 
5691 
565• 

I 

55" 
531 • 
519• 

I 

414 
431 
434 
439 

448 
462 
468 
468 

474 
476 
449 

408 
428 
428 
437 

444 
471 
476 
487 

470 
468 
441 

408 
428 
434 
439 

446 
467 
"73 
487 

473 
461 
433 

450 
464 
464 
446 

491 
522 
528 
537 

518 
512 
493 

1/ Sae product list for s~ecificat:ons. 
SOURCE• Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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* * * * * * * 

Much of the information presented in tables F-2 through F-6 reflec::ts prices 
reported by only 08• fira in response to the O>mmission' s purchasers' 
questionnaire. Accordingly, it cannot be included in this public. version of 
the report. lllen direct comparisons were possible for domestic and Brazilian 
products, the aazgins of underselling or overselling are discussed in the text. 
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